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Application/Control Number: 10/694,564 P^ge2 
Art Unit: 2161 

DETAILED ACTION 



Remarks 

1. Claims 1-30 have been examined. Claims 1-30 have been rejected. This 
document is the first Office action on the merits. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 



Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informality: 

a. The symbol "S" is used throughout the specification to denote both a SQL 
statement (page 6, paragraph 21), and a session, (page 11, paragraph 35). This 
hinders the understanding of the application. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 22-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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6. Claims 22-30 lack a useful, concrete, and tangible result because the system 
appears to be directed at software per se which is functional descriptive material per se 
that is non-statutory subject matter. Also, merely grouping queries into a second qiiery 
is non-statutory because it does not appear to be transforming data into a query. The 
second query must be created and brought into existence. This rejection propagates 
downward though the dependant claims, and the dependant claims do not fix this. : 
To expedite a complete examination of the instant application, the Claims rejected : 
under 35 U.S.C. 101 above are further rejected as set forth below in anticipation of 
applicant amending these Claims to place them within the four statutory categories of 
invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless ~ 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the; treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 



only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 
of such treaty in the English language. 



21(2) 



8. Claims 1-3, 14-16, and 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,829,600 (Gu et al.). 

Claim 1 can be mapped to Gu as follows: "A method comprising: 
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• identifying statements in a first transaction that specify modification operations 
tliat are commutative and associative; [Gu, col. 1 , lines 49-67] 

• combining the identified statements into one statement; [Gu, col. 1, lines 30-37] 
and 

• submitting the one statement to a database system" [Gu, col. 1 , lines 28-42]. 
Claim 2 can be mapped to Gu as follows: "The method of claim 1 , wherein 

identifying the statements comprises identifying Structured Query Language (SQL) ". 
statements" [Gu, col. 1, lines 30-37]. 

Claim 3 can be mapped to Gu as follows: "The method of claim 1 , wherein 
combining the identified statements is performed prior to submitting the one statement 
to the database system" [Gu, col. 1 , lines 30-37 with Gu, cols. 2-3, lines 63-8]. 

Claims 14-16 encompass substantially the same scope of the invention as that Of 
Claims 1-3, respectfully, in addition to an article and some instructions for performing 
the method steps of Claims 1-3, respectfully. Therefore, Claims 14-16 are rejected for 
the same reasons as stated above with respect to Claims 1-3, respectfully. 

Claim 22 encompasses substantially the same scope of the irivention as that of: 
Claim 1 , in addition to a system and some interface and controller for performing the 
method steps of Claim 1 . Therefore, Claim 22 is rejected for the same reasons as : 
stated above with respect to Claim 1 . Additionally, Claim 22 cites "an interface to : 
receive first queries from a client system," which is taught in Gu, col. 8, lines 52-64 with 
Gu, Fig. 3. 
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Claim 23 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 2, in addition to a system and some interface and controller for performing the 
method steps of Claim 2. Therefore, Claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons as 
stated above with respect to Claim 2. 

Claim 24 can be mapped to Gu as follows: "The system of claim 22, wherein the 
controller is adapted to send the second query to a database engine" [Gu, col. 1. lines 
30-37 with Gu, cols. 2-3, lines 63-8]. 

Claim 25 can be mapped to Gu as follows: "The system of claim 24, wherein the 
controller is adapted to group the identified first queries prior to submitting the second 
query to the database system" [Gu, col. 1, lines 30-37 with Gu, cols. 2-3. lines 63-8]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as; set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the: 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the invention was made. 

10. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
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not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

11. Claims 4, 17, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,829,600 (Gu et al.) in view of "Nested Transactions with Multiple 
Commit Points: An approach to the Structuring of Advanced Database Applications" 
(Walter). 

For Claim 4, Gu teaches: "The method of claim 1 , further comprising." 

Gu discloses the above limitation but does not expressly teach: "grouping plural 
transactions into the first transaction." 

With respect to Claim 4, an analogous art, Walter, teaches; "grouping plural ' 
transactions into the first transaction" [Walter, pg. 168, paragraph under C)]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Walter with Gu because both inventions are directed towards 
manipulating data in databases. 

Walter's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with Gu's 
invention because both inventions use databases. Gu discloses a merge delete 
statement for database operations comprising committing operations, however Gu does 
not expressly disclose grouping transaction. Walter discloses nested transactions with 
multiple commit points comprising committing child transactions upon committing thie 
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parent transaction (grouping all child transactions into the parent when the parent ' 

commits). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the multiple commit points from Walter and install it into the invention 
of Gu, thereby offering the obvious advantage of allowing independent transaction • 
updating of the database. 

Claim 17 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 4, in addition to an article and some instructions for performing the method steps 
of Claim 4. Therefore, Claim 17 is rejected for the same reasons as stated above with 
respect to Claim 4. 

Claim 26 encompasses substantially the same scope of thie Invention as that of 
Claim 4, in addition to a system and some controller for performing the method steps of 
Claim 4. Therefore, Claim 26 is rejected for the same reasons as stated above with; 
respect to Claim 4. Additionally, Claim 26 cites "wherein the first queries are part of a 
first transaction," which is taught in Gu, col. 1 , lines 30-37 with Walter, pg. 161 , first 
paragraph under Introduction. 

12. Claims 5, 18, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentdible 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,829,600 (Gu et al,) in view of "Nested Transactions with Multiple 
Commit Points: An approach to the Structuring of Advanced Database Applications" 
(Walter), further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,714,938 (Avadhanam et aL). 

For Claim 5, Gu (as modified by Walter) teaches: "The method of claim 4." ! 
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Gu (as modified by Walter) discloses the above limitation but does not expressly 
teach: "wherein the identifying, combining, submitting, and grouping are performed by a 
module separate from a database engine of the database system." 

With respect to Claim 5, an analogous art, Avadhanam, teaches: "wherein the 
identifying, combining, submitting, and grouping are performed by a module separate 
from a database engine of the database system" [Avadhanam, col. 7, lines 11-24]. = 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Avadhanam with Gu (as modified by Walter) because both 
inventions are directed towards using and needing to analyze queries. 

Avadhanam's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Gu (as modified by Walter)'s invention because both inventions use database issuing 
queries. Gu (as modified by Walter) discloses a merge delete statement for database 
operations comprising a database server, however Gu (as modified by Walter) does not 
expressly disclose that this database server explicitly has a query optimizer that must 
analyze the query (although this is necessary) or that this optimizer is a separate 
module from a database engine of the database system. Avadhanam discloses query 
planning using a maxdiff histogram comprising a query optimizer that analyses queries 
and is, by definition, separate from a database engine of the database system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the query optimizer from Avadhanam and install it into the inventoin of 
Gu (as modified by Walter), thereby offering the obvious advantage of determining a 
best execution plan for a submitted query. 
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Claim 18 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 5, in addition to an article and some instructions for performing the method steps 
of Claim 5. Therefore, Claim 18 is rejected for the same reasons as stated above wjth 
respect to Claim 5. 

Claim 19 can be mapped to Gu (as modified by Walter and Avadhanam) as 
follows: "The article of claim 18, wherein the identifying, combining, and submitting are 
performed by the controller without first accessing data in relational tables stored in ithe 
database system" [Gu, col. 1, lines 30-37 with Gu, cols. 2-3, lines 63-8 with 
Avadhanam, col. 7, lines 11-24]. 

13. Claims 6, 7, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,829,600 (Gu et al.) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,714,938 
(Avadhanam et al.). 

For Claim 6, Gu teaches: "The method of claim 1" 

Gu discloses the above limitation but does not expressly teach: '^vherein the; 
identifying, combining, and submitting are performed by a module separate from a 
database engine of the database system." 

With respect to Claim 6, an analogous art, Avadhanam, teaches: **wherein thje 
identifying, combining, and submitting are performed by a module separate from a : 
database engine of the database system" [Avadhanam, col. 7, lines 1 1-24]. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Avadhanam with Gu because both inventions are directed towards 
using and needing to analyze queries. 

Avadhanam's invention would have been expected to successfully work well with 
Gu's invention because both inventions use database issuing queries. Gu discloses a 
merge delete statement for database operations comprising a database server, 
however Gu does not expressly disclose that this database server explicitly has a query 
optimizer that must analyze the query (although this is necessary) or that this optimizer 
is a separate module from a database engine of the database system. Avadhanam 
discloses query planning using a maxdiff histogram comprising a query optimizer that 
analyses queries and is, by definition, separate from a database engine of the database 
system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the query optimizer from Avadhanam and install it into the inventoin of 
Gu, thereby offering the obvious advantage of determining a best execution plan fot a 
submitted query. 

Claim 7 can be mapped to Gu (as modified by Avadhanam) as follows: "The 
method of claim 6, wherein the identifying, combining, and submitting are performed by 
the module without first accessing data in relational tables" [Gu, col. 1, lines 30-37 with 
Gu, cols. 2-3, lines 63-8 with Avadhanam, col. 7, lines 1 1-24]. 

Claim 27 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 7, in addition to a system and some controller for performing the method steps of 
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Claim 7. Tlierefore, Claim 27 is rejected for the same reasons as stated above with 
respect to Claim 7. 

14. Claims 8-12, 20, 21, and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,829.600 (Gu et al.) in view of "Lesson on Order of 
Operations With Exponents" (MathGoodies). 

For Claim 8, Gu teaches: "The method of claim 1 , further comprising." 

Gu discloses the above limitation but does not expressly teach: 

• "switching an order of statements in the first transaction to place the identified 
statements adjacent to each other." 

With respect to Claim 8, an analogous art, MathGoodies, teaches: 

• "switching an order of statements in the first transaction to place the identified 
statements adjacent to each other" [MathGoodies, pg. 2, Example 3 with Gu. col. 
1, lines 55-67]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine MathGoodies with Gu because both inventions are directed 
towards modifying data using math. 

MathGoodies^s invention would have been expected to successfully work well 
with Gu's invention because both inventions use math to determine an answer. Gu 
discloses a merge delete statement for database operations comprising an update i 
statement that uses math in updating variables/tuples, however Gu does not expressly 
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disclose reordering statements within transactions. MathGoodies discloses simplifying 
mathematical equations comprising solving for the answer of a mathematical problem. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the simplification of mathematical equations from MathGoodies and 
install it into the invention of Gu, thereby offering the obvious advantage maintaining 
coherency when using math in transactions. In this combination, the statements of the 
claim are the operations of MathGoodies, which are the modification operations of Gu. 
As taught in mathematics, some operations, such as multiplication, are done prior to 
other operations, such as addition. This is reordering operations/statements. 

Claim 9 can be mapped to Gu (as modified by MathGoodies) as follows: "The 
method of claim 8, further comprising determining whether data dependency exists 
between or among the identified statements prior to switching the order of the identified 
statements" [MathGoodies, pg. 2, Example 3, the order in which operations are done in 
math define the dependencies]. 

For Claim 10, Gu teaches: "The method of claim 1 ." 

Gu discloses the above limitation but does not expressly teach: *NA/herein 
identifying the statements comprises identifying statements <t. bi > through <t, bm >i m 
being greater than 1 , where t represents a set of one or more tuples, and bj through bm 
represent respective modification operations on the set of one or more tuples, and . 
• wherein combining the identified statements comprises combining the identified 

statements into statement <t, c>, where c represents an aggregation of bj 

through bm." 
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With respect to Claim 10, an analogous art, MathGoodies, teaches: therein 
identifying the statements comprises identifying statements <t, bj > through <t, bm >, m 
being greater than 1 , where t represents a set of one or more tuples, and bj through bm 
represent respective modification operations on the set of one or more tuples, 
[MathGoodies, pg. 2, Example 3 with Gu, col. 1, lines 55-67] and 

• wherein combining the identified statements comprises cohibining the identified 

statements into statement <t, c>, where c represents an aggregation of bj 

through bm" [MathGoodies, pg. 2, Example 3 with Gu. col. 1, lines 55-67]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine MathGoodies with Gu because both inventions are directed 
towards modifying data using math. 

MathGoodies's invention would have been expected to successfully work well 
with Gu's invention because both inventions use math to determine an answer. Gu; 
discloses a merge delete statement for database operations comprising an update ; 
statement that uses math in updating variables/tuples, however Gu does not expressly 
disclose simplifying the math within the update statement. MathGoodies discloses • 
simplifying mathematical equations comprising solving for the answer of a mathematical 
problem. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the simplification of mathematical equations froni MathGoodies and 
install it into the invention of Gu, thereby offering the obvious advantage of simplifying 
the update parameters of the MERGE statements in Gu to save computations. 
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Claim 11 can be mapped to Gu (as modified by MathGoodies) as follows: "The 
method of claim 10, wherein combining the identified statements comprises combining 
the identified statements into statement <t, c>, where c represents an addition of bj : 
through bm" [MathGoodies, pg. 2, Example 3 with Gu, col. 1, lines 55-67]. 

Claim 12 can be mapped to Gu (as modified by MathGoodies) as follows: "The 
method of claim 10, wherein combining the identified statements comprises combining 
the identified statements into statement <t, c>, where c represents a multiplication of bi 
through bm" [MathGoodies, pg. 2, Example 3 with Gu, col. 1, lines 55-67]. 

Claim 20 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claim 8, in addition to an article and some instructions for performing the method steps 
of Claim 8. Therefore, Claim 20 is rejected for the same reasons as stated above with 
respect to Claim 8. 

Claim 21 encompasses substantially the same scope of the invention as that of 
Claims 1 1 or 12, in addition to an article and some instructions for performing the 
method steps of Claims 11 or 12. Therefore, Claim 21 is rejected for the same reasons 
as stated above with respect to Claims 1 1 or 12. 

Claims 28-30 encompass substantially the same scope of the invention as that 
of Claims 10-12, respectfully, in addition to a system and some interface and controller 
for performing the method steps of Claims 10-12, respectfully. Therefore, Claims 28-30 
are rejected for the same reasons as stated above with respect to Claims 10-12, 
respectfully. 
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15. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,829,600 (Gu et al.) in view of "Nested Transactions with IVIultiple Commit 
Points: An approach to the Structuring of Advanced Database Applications" (Walter), 
further in view of "introduction to Algebra" (MathLeague). 

For Claim 13, Gu teaches: "The method of claim 1, further comprising." 

Gu discloses the above limitation but does not expressly teach: 

• "establishing multiple sessions with the database system, each session 
associated with at least one transaction; 

• identifying transactions that operate on the same set of one or more tuples; and 

• re-allocate transactions between or among the sessions such that the identified 
transactions that operate on the same set of one or more tuples is allocated to 
one of the sessions." 

With respect to Claim 13, an analogous art, Walter, teaches: 

• "establishing multiple sessions with the database system, each session 
associated with at least one transaction" [Walter, pg. 168, paragraph under Q)]. 
With respect to Claim 13, an analogous art, MathLeague, teaches: 

• "identifying transactions that operate on the same set of one or more tuples 
[MathLeague, pg. 7, Simplification by Multiplication example with Walter, pg. 168, 
paragraph under C) with Gu, col. 1, lines 25-37 with Gu, col. 1, lines 49-67] 

• re-allocate transactions between or among the sessions such that the identified 
transactions that operate on the same set of one or more tuples is allocated to 
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one of the sessions" [MathLeague, pg. 7, Simplification by Multiplication example 
with Walter, pg. 168, paragraph under C)]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to combine Walter and MathLeague with Gu because the inventions are 
directed towards modifying data within a period of time or a certain time. 

Walter's and MathLeague's invention would have been expected to successfully 
work well with Gu*s invention because the inventions use data manipulation operations. 
Gu discloses a merge delete statement for database operations comprising combining 
statements into one, however Gu does not expressly disclose sessions as broad 
enough to map to transactions, identifying alike transactions, or re-allocating 
transactions. Walter discloses nested transactions with multiple commit points 
comprising committing child transactions upon committing the parent transaction 
(grouping all child transactions into the parent when the parent commits). MathLeague 
discloses an introduction to algebra comprising simplifying equations on both sides of 
the equation to find the value of the variable that satisfies the equation. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to take the transactions from Walter, the grouping of similar operations on the 
same group of data from MathLeague and install them into the invention of Gu, thereby 
offering the obvious advantage of simplifying transactions/sessions on databases of Gu. 
As mapped, the transactions of Walter are the sessions in the claim. Also, 
MathLeague, in the cited section, multiplies both sides of an equation by 12 to simplify 
the equation and solve for the variable. As this prior art is combined with the other arts, 
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the multiplication of 12 on the left hand side of the equation is one transaction while the 
multiplication of 12 on the right hand side is a second transaction. These transactions 
are grouped together in Walter as being in the same commit scope so both sides would 
be modified on commit, thus solving/simplifying transactions like the cited transaction of 
Gu. 
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Conclusion 



16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Applicant is advised that, although not used in the rejections 



relevant to the applicant's claimed invention and/or portions of the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or eartier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brent S. Stace whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8372 and fax number is 571-273-8372. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 
9am-5:30pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffrey A. Gaffin can be reached on 571-272-4146. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the ; 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. . 
Status informiation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR orily. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). /I /I / / 



above, prior art cited on the PTO-892 form and not relied upon is considered materially 



Brent Stace 





